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ABSTRACT S o, ' o
The stated objectives of the study reported here were
to determlne the answers .to the following questions: what Federal,,

State and local prtograms provide contracting opportunities for
“minorities® and women a2qual to theose provided to nonminority males; if
not, what the barriers .to their full participation are; to what
extent special State or lpcal contracting programs have been. .
es*ablished to facilitate contracting with firms owned by minorities
‘and women; &hether distinct organizational: mechanisms. have been
established to 1mplement such special corntracting prograh§\_end if
so, whether such mechanisms are adequately equipped to carry out’
their ‘ask whether goals have ‘been established for sut programs and
are thes° programs achieving their goals; whether the type and size
of contracts béing awarded through the~ spec1al programs aid the ,
deveiopment of ‘the flrsts they are de igned to assist; whether there
“ is ‘an_edequate flow of Ainformation tojmlnorltles and women regardlng
Federal, State, and local contracting opportunities; whether udnigue
problems are encountered by minoTity énd female-owned firms supplying
goodstiand services to government agencies; and, whether the

v government's purchasing power is being effectlvely used to aidjthe .

development of firms owned by m1nor1t1es and women. Data on Federal
contracting programs were gathered from responses to 4 questionnaire
sent to0'10 Federal agencies and two offlces responsible for
.admlnlstering Indian programs. (Author/JM) =
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u.s com;ss-zgn ON CIVIL RIGHTS - - ‘

v 5 ‘ . H
The U.S. Commlsslon on Civil Rights is a ‘temporary, 1ndependent
bipartlsan agency established by Congress in 1957 and d1rected to:

- .

Invest1gate complaints alleg1ng that c1t12ens are being deprived
of their right, to vote by reason of their race, -color, religion,
sex, or nationé*xorlgln, or by reason of frauduient practices;

c

»

* '
.

. . -~ o A\

Study and collect information concerning legal developments con-
stituting a denlaﬁ of equal protection of thé laws under the
Constitution because of race, color, religion, -sex, or national
- 'origin or in the admlnistratlon of justice;

3

-

g‘Appraise Federal laws and p011c1es with respect to equal protectlon
of the laws because of race, color, religion, sex, or natlonal
origin, or in. the admlnistrationrof"justice,a

G
.ﬁ .”_‘[
Serve as a national clearinghouse for" information in respect” to =‘
dénials of equal protection of the laws because of race, color,
) re11glon, séx, or national -origin; . )
-4 t - R

Submit reports, findlngs, and recommendatlons to the Pres1dent‘and
. the Congress.

’

PO - £

< - . & t -

Members of "the Commission~ . . ‘. Y ;
B A ‘ - . ; . ' . R

Arthur S. Flémming, Chairman ' , - ‘ . ; T
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman .. : ’ T
Frankie M. Freeman. . . , .
Robert S. Rankin : - , &
Manuel Ruiz, Jr. ] .ot
Murray Saltzman : ) ] ~ . .
John A, ‘Buggs, Staff Directbr . ’
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL : - 7 ‘
’ ' . e - . U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS
. : . ", WASHINGTON, D.C., MAY 1975
‘ THE PRESIDENT T - . N

THE PRESIDENT OF THE, SENATE
# , THE SPEAKER OF.THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES :

Sirs:. ,
: 4 R M
The Commission on Civil Rights presents to you this report pursuant to
Public Law 85-315 as aménded. ~ '
On March 5, 1969, the Federal Government established through Executive
Order 11458, as amended, a policy of assisting minority businesses by
providing loans, technical aid, and government contracting opportunities.
Subsequently, three special programs .- the 8(a) Subcontracting Program,
» - the Buy Indian Program, and the Minority Subcontraq;ing Program - were
established to assist minority-owned firms ;n"pbtagging Federal contracts:
- *  No such policy, however, was directed toward businesses owned by non-
minority women. . Consequently, no programs have been established to pro-
» vyide assistance to them.. - .
] A\,
This report is concerned primarily, with minorities and w&hgn as govern-~
ment contractors. It analyzes the éxtent to which minorities and women
share in §$120 billion worth of Federal{’étate, and laéal government con-
;tracts‘ﬁnnually; thé problems encouptered by firms owrted by minorities
< and 'womeri seeking govermment contracts; the opportunities provided
minority firms through special contracting programs, and the extent to
 which nonminority women are entitled to participaté in these programs.
< -. Data on Federal contractiﬁg.progrqms were gathered from responses to
questignnaires ‘sent to 10 Federal agencies and 2 offices within Federal
agencies which are responsible for administering Indian programs, ‘Ddta | .
on State and local government pro%rams were gathered from 76 résﬁoﬁses to
137 questionnaires sent’to State, city;.and local goverhments,” The
_Commission also conducted extensive interviews in five Stateg, the Districg
of Columbia, and on three Indian reservations. J// .

Our investigations revealed that minority and female-owre firms encounter
. problems of staggering proportions in obtaining information on Federal,,
State, and local governmept contracting opportunities i time to submit
timely bids, and in.obtaining the working capital negeﬁgary for effective
marketing and bidding. Minority and female entrepreneurs also encounter
~a great deal of skepticism regarding their ability QO/perfqrh adequately
. " on government contracts. Govérnment contracting officers and program
- offic¥als expressed reservations concerning the ability of minority-pownéd
firms to perform, although no specific cases of inadequate performance by
winority firms were brought to the attention of the Commission's staff by
these contracting officials. ) ' . .

[ .




The three spec1al F;der 1 ‘programs establLshed to as: 1st m1nor1ty—owned
firms have experlenced imited success 1n chrea51ng q&e number and *\

'_dollar value of contracts awarded to theqe flrms. Howi er, they have\

Q

'ERIC
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‘target group.

not been successful in sslstlng minoritly firms to surmbunt their \
working capital problems or in ogtalnlngftlmely informaft\ion on govern—\
ment contracting opportumities. In fact, although the [p ograms have
been in operation for 5 years, the Commléslon found only 5 of the 125

t éy were definitely helped by
r governc

companies it interviewe which assevted
them. /Thése companies,| however, “have ‘von Ainued to market
ment ebntracts.

/

The Comm1551on found thdt these thrge Fede&el programy lacke ef[ective,
pPlanning hnd coordinatiop, commitment, suff'cient data for malking
important program decisidns, and pxoceduges for matching contracting
oppertunitiés with the ndeds aund abiliti¢s of minor'it glrmb.

State and local efforts t% prov1de contnactln oppo* Uanleb to
minorities and womer! have bezen stimulated by Federal [orders direy ted
towards State and 1local goGeanents tecgiving

Labor has 1nterprcted this t

well, and nearly half of the urlodlctlons wath afffirmative action .

4. Also, a
provision in the Office of Man gumenq and”Bquet s[€ircular A-102"
directs State and local granteei to qu tt efforts fto proyxae "onLra‘-
ting opportunities to minority businesses. None :

however, "has included firms owne by‘nonmlngrity owen as part of.th

State and local efforts to comply with these dirgctives\have been
11m1ted Only 10 of the 76 juri sd1¥t10ns whth respond d to a

ting opbortunlties to minority flxmsx and none provided thesé ‘ .
opportunities to.nonminority female- owned firmg. In fact| these 5
pregrams have met with little success dn aidin m¢no*1tv—rwned firms.,

special contracting programs, minorities re:efive less than seven-
tenths ofvl percent of the $120 billion \spenf annually by these .
governments fcr tontracts, and the 1dent%f1 b1z share of Lontrgcts
awarded to firms owned by womén is impergep 1ble.

As a result of the limited impact of th§s al, State, aud local .

13
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The Commission trusts that 1t§ f1nd1ngs and recommendations will prove R
elpful to the—executlve and 1églslat1ve Branches as they seek to . . "
tructyre prdgrams that will be more, respon81ve to the needs of minority T

. firms and Wlll provide new00pportun1t1es for nonminority, female-owned

fi \

.

—
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Respectfully,

Arthu S Flemmlng, Chaeran
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman .

‘ranki /Freeman
Robert Ranklﬁ i 9
< nuel Ruiz, Jr.7; . -
\ _Myrray Saltzman '

H B .
¥ x ~ . | *
- Johin A. Lﬁggg, Staff Director
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¥ PREFACE. e ' .

’ . The combined purchases of the Federal Government for EY 1972, 'and - \C i
° \

*

\

State and local governments for calendax year 1972, exceeded $120

‘b11110n, prov1d1ng contractlng opportunities for almost every segment

-

of the American business communlty Firms omned by m1nor1t1es ‘and B
1 ,
wonen, . however:\recenved less than 1 percent of the total dollar rﬁlue ‘ :

! » « of all government contracts accordlng to information supp11ed to the
¥ BN r' * »
+ Commission by Federal, State, and local governments. : \
. ‘When this study commenced in 1973, very little information had béen

gathered on either the extent to which contracting Opportun1t1es were

0

available to minorities and women or " the number amd dollar amounts of

<

.contracts awarded to them. Turtnermor , nothing -had been published whlcb

assessed f%e implemeatation and effectiveéness of contraéting programs

established to aid minority businesses or determine whcther buSinesses

] fowned‘by minority and nonminority women ﬁave acckss to sueh ﬁrogrdms.

. Thi¥ reporL partially seeks to fill this gag&,i‘s covclusxons are based
not only upon the analysis of publlshed census ard pro.ur-ment data, but .

also on information -.compiled from questlonnalreg and intefviews.

s ’ ’ 4

v
-

“]. A #¥rm is considered to be minarity or female-owneld ¢hen a minority
person or female owns: a sole gropriet: rship; move thar 50 percent gof
a partnership; or in the case of'a corporatior, nore, than 50 percent jof s

-

" the outstanding stock of the corporation. .
2, The. Commission collected data from State and rccal govevﬂments -for
FY 1972 and also verified contracting data for Fed: ral agencies for jthe
same fiscal year. S.nce,the Commigssion {ound substantial élStrevancles - ,
. between the amount of contract dollars awarded to.mino¥i 'y tusinessés as’
- reported by the Office of Mirdority Business- Latespr.sc (7M3L) and the .
dollar amount of such contracts as reported by the various agen-lesé

S the Commission used ,the verified, FY 1972}conrravtrﬁg figares for i
‘ analysis. .However, OMBE reported $701,.3 million worth of cnntractsLand
P subcontragts_as be»ng awarded to minority firws in FY 1974, Assuning °
Federal contracting remained at the' FY 1972 leel and the accurecy of
OMRE's FY 1974, figures, this wouid renresent 1.2 vercent o total Fed-
ezal contracting., The $701.3 million, howaver, admittedl ucludes )
contracts awarded by pr1vate and publi. gruntoes of Feuernl funcs,
‘ . . . - N
: ‘vii S » g .
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. little has been done to déetermine whether.

tratively in March 196
. efforts to- increase *overnmevt contracting with m1nority firms have
@ \

been successful. 1so, it was not clear whether such programs were

onminor;ty womer:, on. the same “basls as they were to
Thus, the

ére to determine the answers to the following ‘questions:

‘accessible to

minoritiesl specific obJectives of the Commission,’ in th1s

)

\ Studj,

* ‘Do Federal, Statc, and local programs provide
contract1ng oppartunities for m1nor1t1es and’

women equal to° those provided to nonm1noritye ' L
males? If not,{what ‘are the barriers to .their ’ S
full participation7 . '

* To what extent have special State or-local i .
contracting programs been’ established to -
facilitate con Eacting with firms{own d by
minorities and}women7

<

. * Have distinct §rganizationa1 mechanisms been
established to; implement® sucl special con-; > .
tracting programs, .and, if/so, are such

mechanisms ad quatelz/equipped to carry out * .

their task?
p . "

* Have goals been established for ‘such programs:
. and are these programs ach1cv1ng their goals°

* Will the t pe and 'size of contracts being iﬁarded
through th specia1 programs aid the develdpment
of the fiyms they arexdesigned to assist?

_— -

-~ S .
* 1Is thereian adequate flow ofs information to e
minoriti®s and women regarding ‘Féderal, State, ’
and locﬁl.contracting opportunities? *

‘ ce -unfque problems encountered by minority and, :
. female-owred firms supplying goods and senvices
N to goyernment agencies7 N

* TIs the government s purchasing power being., * |
' effgctively used to aid the development of firms '
. owned by minorities and women? )

Vo %

4

‘e
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o

& .

- the Department of Health, Education, and Welfark; ‘the Department of

Service;
’ ‘tration. The,Commission staff interviewed 53 contracting officials in
.these agencies. ; K At ’ .

oy v
. . .

5y

| SOURCES OF DATA ' | Lo o R

e - .
. : a

.//Enterprise Program Agencies that,, award numérous. or substantial con-

* ing construction, hardware, and research services. The~agencies selected

governments to obtain data on the1r .coptracting with minority and female~ -

. were ‘either repres

3go"ennment contracts ‘and to identify mrnority and female-owned firms,

“especially i

Data on Federal tontracting,programs were gathered from responses

-«

to a questionnaire sent to 10 Federal agenc1es and two offices respon-

sible for a ministering Indlap programs the Bureau of IndTan»Affairs
(B1A), in fhe Department of the InLerior, amd the Indian Health Service *’

the Department of Health,,Education,‘and Welfare.'
- The 10 agenC1es were selected on. the basis. of the size of the1r

proé/rement qperations and their reported pa;ticipation in the Minority -

-

tracts to minority firms wer 1ncluded as well as those a encies that
3 B!
3 Also, there was an effort ‘to

.

award very few contracts to such fTrms.

include’ agenc1es that purchased a variety of goods and services,. 1nelud-

were. the?})epartment of Agriculture; the Department of Defense, the

ronmental Protection Agency, the General Serv1ces Administration, M

Ean

Labory the Department of Housing and Urban Development' the Postal -

the Department of Transportation, and the VeteranS'Adminis~\

The Commission also sent questionnaires to 137 State and Local

T e

owned firms - In addition/ interviews were conducted with 16 represen- 'z

.tatives of minority busiﬂiss development organizations and six women who

entatfyes ‘of female business development organ12ations
or experts on the subject. "The purpose of these interviews was to get

an overview of the problems confronting minorities and women seeking

4

n mafufacturing. F1na11y, the Commission interviewed 84

‘a - - . 4
3. No data are kept by the lO 'Federal agencies surveyed by the Commis=
"sion that would indicate which’ agencies are contracting with firms owned

by women. 7 «
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| THE AVATIABILITY OF DATA. . - L

&

. were cdllected rarely were they /roos classified by race and sex.

Jdittle was obta{ned in the way of hard data. Federal agenc1es do not ~

. 5 ..
minority males, 20ginority females, and 21 nonminprity female business -
persons. e L - ' )

-

Although responses te the Commlsslon s questlonnalres to Federal,

State, and local governments ylelded some useful information, very

* .

collect data on contracts awarded to eit er m1nor‘ty or!gonMinorlty .

women Data réported'by the agencles re/garding contracts and s&hcon-

tracts eompetltlvely awardea to minori 1es are not based ¢n sound data

collectlng procedurts d&nd are oiften st1matas or guesse&. Data were

v1rtua11y HOHEYIStePt 3t the Statc ,and local and 1evé1s, and whare data

A \
Given the unreliability and “inadequacy of the data, more reliance

had to be placed cn the observa'ions and experlénce vf program off1c1als ‘.!

and partlcupants\ln aesess1ng Lh" effectiveness of special contractlng

prograns. . . . . ) g

1’
I ‘This report analyzes the mat ridl in twe parts.' Part I analyzes
the participaticn of'minorlty aed tna1e~owned fdrms as Federal contracb

tors, while Part 11 addresses theix vart1c1pat10n as State and 1ldzal

"

er.ailed a protr:.cad and ccmgiex task of reconclllng and veri i V1ng /

governnent contractcrs ' . .
THE USE OF FY 1972 DATA , g
- Y ’ S
- The Comm1s51on in yndertaking this &ILI}& s dres heavily upon FY — * ™

1972 data compiled by te President's Commission on._Government Procure- !
ment, since it was thc mQst currert and rellable‘data avallaale at the

time the studj vegan and <he use o* nore .current statlstlcs would have:

*

disparities in figures rnportad Ly the contracting agencies and depart- |,

ments, TBA a.d -te Office of dlnorlty Buslness Lnterprisc (OUBE), and '

the mindiity and female contractors. - - | //
. : 9 S Y AN

o - - .

4. See aprend’'k A or a ccmprehensive analysih of the methodoloegy used g
by the Commiss®oa in obtaining the data:for thils report. It 1nc1udes

a tiscussion of the bases for selecting }nterv1ewees, and the 51ze and- -
industrial classificatior of the firms- Whose owners werealntervaewed
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S INTRODUCTION : :

The Federal Governme.t spent approximately $57.5 billion for goods

and services purchasederom private contractors in FY 1972 Figures for

FY 1974 have not been reconciled, but from a11 1nd1cat10ns total contract-
ing amounts were hlgher than “for FY 1972 In FY 1972, the comb1ned tota1
of Federal contracts awarded to m1nor